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APPEAL BRIEF 

Mail Stop Appeal Briefs - Patents 

Commissioner of Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

This present Brief is submitted in triplicate in support of the Appeal in the above- 
referenced application pursuant to a Notice of Appeal filed Jime 1 7, 2004 as required by 
37 C.F.R. 1 .192. This is an appeal of a final rejection dated May 7, 2004 of Claims 1-10 
and 38-46 of application serial number 10/015,383, filed December 12, 2002. 



I, Real Party in Interest 
The real party in interest in the present application is the Assignee, International 
Business Machines Corporation of Armonk, New York. Applicants submitted an 
assignment for recordation at the time the application was filed, however, no notice of 
recordation was received. Applicants are resubmitting the assignment for recordation on 
8/17/2004. 
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Ih Related Appeals and Interferences 

There are no related Appeals or Interferences known to Appellant, Appellant's 
legal representative, or assignee which will directly affect or be directly affected by or 
have a bearing on the Board's decision in the pending appeal. 

IIL Status of Claims 
Claims 1-10 and 38-46 are pending. Claims 1-10 and 38-46 stand finally rejected 
as noted by the Examiner, in the Examiner's Action dated May 7, 2004. Claims 1-10 and 
38-46 are being appealed. These rejected claims which form the basis of this appeal are 
reproduced in the attached Appendix. 

rv. Status of Amendments 
The claims currently read as presented in the response dated 2/19/2004 in which 
Applicants amended claims 3, 7, and 10 and added claims 38-46. Applicants have not 
presented any amendments after the final office action, 

V. Summary of the Invention 

As described in the present specification at p. 9, lines 3-4, the present invention 
disclosed a method, system, and computer program for promoting use of experts by 
callers waiting in a hold queue. A call received at a call center is placed on hold imtii a 
next available representative of the call center is available, however, while the caller is 
waiting on hold, the caller is provided with an incentive to have the call passed to an 
expert, such that the caller may receive answers to questions without the need to wait for 
a representative of the call center (Page 9, lines 4-15), In one embodiment, the incentive 
for a caller to speak with an expert may include an acyustment in position within the hold 
queue, a financial incentive, a rewards points incentive, or a time incentive (Page 10, 
lines 3-6), 

One advantage of the invention is that a caller remains in the hold queue for the 
caller center and when a call center representative is available to speak with the caller, the 
caller may select whether to speak with the rqjresentative or continue to speak with the 
expert (Page 9, lines 13-15). Another advantage of the invention is that the identity of 
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the expert may be authenticated before the caller is connected with the expert, such that 
only qualified experts are enabled to handle calls for a call center and the callers passing 
to an expert may be provided with the identity and skill level of an expert (Page 9, lines 
26-29; Page 10, line 1 and lines 9-13). 

According to one embodiment, an expert may include a freelance expert that 
works as a third party consultant for answering individual caller questions, a group expert 
that concurrendy manages multiple callers, and an emergency expert that is skilled in a 
single emergency type of area and made available when a high volume of questions are 
detected in the single emergency type of area (Page 9, lines 17-23). According to another 
embodiment, the expert may operate from a calling system independent of the calling 
center (Fig. 2, expert system 52). 

VI. Issues Presented for Review 

1. Is the Examiner's rejection of claims 1,2, 4-6, 8, and 9 under 35 USC 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Walker et al. (US Patent Number 6,125,178) well founded? 

2. Is the Examiner's rejection of claims 3, 7, 10, and 38-46 under 35 USC 103(a) 
as being unpatentable under Walker et ai. (US Patent Number 6,125,1 78) in view of Rupe 
et al. (US Patent Number 2003/0031309) well founded? 

Vn, Grouping of Claims 
For purposes of this Appeal, claims 1-27 do not all stand or fell together. 
Group I claims include claims 1,5, and 9 which all stand or fall together. 
Group II claims include claims 2 and 6 which all stand or fall together. 
Group III claims include claims 4 and 8 which all stand or fall together. 
Group rV claims include claims 3, 7, 10, 38, 39, 41, 42, 44, and 45 which all stand or fall 
together. 

Group V claims include claims 40, 43, and 46 which all stand or fall together. 
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Vni. Argument 

Groups I, n. III 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1 , 2, 4-6, 8, and 9 under 35 USC 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Walker et ai. (US Patent Number 6,125,178). ''A claim is 
anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, either 
expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference. Verdegaal Bros. v. 
Union Oil Co. of California, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed Cir. 1987). Furthermore the 
reference must be an enabling disclosure of each and every element as set forth in the 
claim. In re Hoecksma, 158 USPQ 596, 600 (CCPA 1968); In re LeGrrve, 133 USPQ 
365, 372 (CCPA 1962), Because the Examiner does not show that Walker et al. teaches 
each an every element of the claims 1 , 2, 4-6, 8, and 9 or enables each and every element 
of these claims, these claims are not anticipated and thus the rejection is not well 
founded, and it should be reversed. 

Walker discloses a call center where a caller can monitor other calls while 
awaiting an agent's response (Walker col. 1, lines 12-13). In particular, col. 4, lines 6-13 
teach: 

'"Enabling an incoming caller whose call has been placed on hold 
in a queue to either ^*Usten-in" on a live call-in-progress, to access and 
search through pre-recorded calls in the same subject area or to participate 
In a chat room, provides many benefits. Among these benefits are a 
reduction in calls that will require live operate assistance, an increase in 
customer satisfaction, and a decreased hold time for each caller." 
More specifically, col. 6, lines 17-38 teach a system where if a caller, waiting in a 
queue, agrees to hear additional information, then the caller may be allowed to "listen-in" 
to the current communication between an initial caller and a live operator of the call 
center who has answered the call from the initial caller. In particular, Walker teaches that 
"the connection of the incoming caller's line only allows a monitoring of the call in 
progress" (Walker col. 6, lines 26-28). Further, Walker notes 

"that the initial caller who is currendy talking to a live operator is 
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provided the option of maintaining a private call. Should the caller not 
want another party to "listen in", he can simply designate so at the onset of 
the connection with the live operator. Call centers may provide callers 
with some incentive to allow other callers to "listen in". For example, a 
caller might receive a discount towards a future purchase for allowing an 
openUne" (Walker col. 6, lines 29-36). 

Groiip I 

Each of the pending claims in Group I contain the limitation of "offering an 
incentive to said caller to transfer said call to an expert while said call is on hold in said 
hold queue waiting for said representative". In the final office action, the Examiner 
claims that the "offering an incentive" element is taught by Walker's teaching that "call 
centers provide callers, wherein in the callers would be knowledgeable in some areas 
such as travel, car insurance, etc., with incentive to allow other callers to listen in while 
the call is on hold waiting for the representative (Walker col. 4, lines 6-13 and col. 6, 
lines 33-36)." [Final Office Action, p. 2] The Examiner further noted in the final office 
action that "Applicant was advised during a telephone interview that claim 1 incorrectly 
implies that a caller will receive an incentive to have his/her call transferred to an expert 
agent within the call center. All callers would want to speak with an expert agent without 
any incentive." [Final Office Action, p. 2] 

First, Applicants respectfully propose that Walker col. 4, lines 6-13 and col, 6, 
lines 3-36 merely teaches a method for allowing a caller to select fi'om other listening 
options provided by the call center while the caller is waiting in a hold queue. Further, 
Walker describes some of the passive benefits to the call center, not to the caller, that may 
result from a caller selecting other listening options while the caller is waiting in a hold 
queue. Walker does not teach offering a specific incentive to a caller waiting in the hold 
queue to promote the caller selection from other listening options. 

Second, Applicaats respectfully assert that Walker coL 4, lines 6-13 and col. 6, 
lines 33-36 does not teach, as claimed by the Examiner, that call centers provide callers 
"who are knowledgeable in some area such as travel or car insurance, with an incentive to 
allow other callers to listm in while the call is on hold waiting for the representative." 
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Walker specifically describes a system where an initial caller is connected to a live 
. operator who answers the initial caller* s questions (Col. 6, lines 33-36). The initial caller 
may allow other callers waiting on hold to listen in to the conversation between the initial 
caller and the live operator (Col. 6, lines 33-36). Walker does not indicate that the initial 
caller is the one who is knowledgeable in some area and does not describe knowledge in 
travel or car insurance. Thus, the Examiner does not show how Walker teaches or 
enables the element of "offering an incentive" because Walker does not teach what the 
Examiner cites Walker as teaching. 

Third, Applicants respectfully assert that the teaching cited by the Examiner in 
Walker does not teach or enable the element of "offering an incentive to a caller to 
transfer said call to an expert while said call is on hold in said hold queue waiting for said 
representative." The claim element specifically offers the incentive to the caller who is 
waiting in the hold queue to speak with an expert. The Examiner only describes Walker 
as teaching a system where a caller already speaking with a representative is offered an 
incentive. Further, Walker col. 6, lines 33-36 actually teaches offering incentives to 
callers who are already talking with a representative, which is different from the offering 
of incentive to those callers who are waiting in a hold queue, as is taught in the present 
invention. Thus, the Examiner does not show how Walker teaches or enables the element 
of "offering an incentive" because the Examiner does not show how Walker teaches 
offering an incentive to a caller currently on hold to speak with an expert. 

Fourth, Applicants respectfully assert that the Examiner's assertion that "claim 1 
incorrectly implies that a caller will receive an incentive to have his/her call transferred to 
an expert because all callers would want to speak with an expert agent without any 
incentive" is without basis and merely reflects the Examiner's opinion and not a teaching 
by any cited reference. Ehiring the Interview, the Examiner more specifically informed 
Applicants that the term "benefit" described in Walker col. 4, lines 6-1 3 is the equivalent 
of the term "incentive" and that a caller would not need an incentive to speak with an 
expert. Applicants continue to assert that not only does Walker's teaching contradict the 
Examiner's assertion that claim 1 makes an incorrect implication, but the claim itself 
contradicts the Examiner's assertion. First, Walker's teaching contradicts the Examiner's 
assertion because within the Walker specification "incentives" provided to callers are 
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distinguished from "benefits" passively received by a call center. Col. 6, lines 33-36 of 
Walker specifically refers to an incentive^ and not a benefit, offered to callers already 
talking with a representative. Second, in contrast to Walker, the present invention 
teaches an active offering of a specific "incentive" to a caller waiting in a hold queue so 
that the caller knows the specific benefit that will be received if the caller selects to 
connect to an expert. An "offering of an incentive" to select to connect with an expert is 
distinguishable from the actual option to connect to an expert. Further, die specification 
of the present invention elaborates that the 'Incentives" specifically offered to callers 
may include financial incentives, reward point incentives, or specific adjustment in hold 
queue position aidjustment points, [p. 10, Unes 3^5]. The "incentives" are specifically 
designated in a menu of options provided to the user. [p. 27, lines 24-27] 

Finally, in the final office action, the Examiner responded to the Applicants' 
argument to claim 1 by stating that: "Applicant argues that Walker does not teach 
providing an incentive for a caller waiting at a call center to connect to an expert that is 
independent of the call center. Examiner respectfully submits that "an expert that is 
independent of the call center" is not recited in the independent claims. Applicant further 
clarifies that the "experts may be independent entities. . ." (Remarks p. 1 1)." In the 
present appeal, Applicants respectfully note that Applicant's remarks, p. 1 1 , describe the 
arguments made by Applicants during the interview regarding a potential amendment to 
claim 1 and not the responsive arguments asserted by Applicant in regard to the current 
claim 1 which was not amended because no agreement was reached during the Interview 
as to the potential amendment. 

Each of the pending claims in Groups I, II, and III claims contain the Umitation of 
"offering an incentive to said caller to transfer said call to an expert while said call is on 
hold in said hold queue waiting for said representative, such that use of said expert is 
promoted." In particular. Groups II and III contain claims that are dependent upon the 
claims in Group I and therefore contain the limitations of the claims in Group L 
Consequently, Applicants urge that Walker fails to teach at least one element, including 
the element of "offering an incentive to said caller to transfer said call to an expert while 
said call is on hold in said hold queue waiting for said represratative, such that use of 
said expert is promoted", in each of the Groups I, II and III claims. Therefore, reversal of 
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the Examiner's rejection is respectfully requested. 
Group II 

Next, with regard to Group II, each of the pending claims in the Group II claims 
contains the limitation ^Svherein said expert is at least one from among a freelance expert, 
a query group expert, and an emergency expert." 

The Examiner cites Walker as teaching that "to access and search through pre- 
recorded calls in the same subject area or to participate in a chat room (Walker col. 4, 
lines 6-13)" is equivalent to a query group expert [Final Office Action, p. 2] 

Applicants respectfully assert that Walker merely teaches a call option where a 
user can listen to pre-recorded calls independent of an expert or can participate in a chat 
room independent of an expert. In particular. Applicants note that listening to pre- 
recorded information is not analogous to connecting to a group expert. Further, in 
particular. Applicants note that enabling a caller to participate in a chat room does not 
teach, imphcitly or explicitly, that an e?q)ert is available in the chat room or that there is 
any management of the information discussed in the chat room. In contrast, the 
specification indicates that a query group expert is one who concurrendy manages 
multiple callers (page 9, line 20). 

Therefore, Applicants urge that Walker fails to teach the element cited by the 
Examiner in each of the Group II claims. Consequently, reversal of the Examiner's 
rejection is respectfully requested, 

Groiqy III 

Next, with regard to Group III, each of the pending claims in the Group III claims 
contains the limitation * Vherein said incentive comprises at least one from among an 
adjustment in position within said hold queue, a financial incentive, a rewards points 
incentive, and a time incentive." 

The Examiner cites Walker, col. 6, lines 34-37 as teaching this element. Walker 
col. 6, Unes 34-37 read: 
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"Call centers may provide callers with some incentive to allow other 
callers to "listen in". For example, a caller might receive a discount 
towards a future purchase for allowing an open line." 

Applicants respectfully note that Walker teaches providing an incentive to a caller 
who is already talking with a representative. Walker does not teach offering an incentive 
to a caller who is waiting in a hold queue. Further, while Walker teaches providing a 
discoimt towards future purchases to a caller already speaking with a representative. 
Walker does not teach offering a currently available financial incentive to a caller waiting 
in the hold queue, nor an incentive of a specific jump in the hold queue, a rewards points 
incentive, or a time incentive. In contrast, claim 1 , describes offering the current 
incentive to a caller who is waiting in a hold queue. Claims 4 and 8 further describe the 
incentive as an adjustment in position within the hold queue, a financial incentive, a 
rewards points incentive, and a time incentive. 

Therefore, Applicants urge that Walker fails to teach at least one element of the 
Group III claims. Consequently, reversal of the Examiner's rejection is respectfully 
requested. 

Groups IV and V 

Claims 3, 7, 1 0 and 38-46 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Walker et al, (US Patent Number 6,125,1 78) in view of Rupe et al,(US 
Publication 2003/0031309). Applicants first note the above proposition that each of the 
claims in Group I are not taught by Walker et al, and therefore as dependent claims of 
sdlowable subject matter, the claims of Groups IV and V should also be allowed. 
Applicants second note that the Examiner carries the burden of proving a prima facie case 
of obviousness for a 103(a) rejection. Because the Examiner does not carry the burden of 
proving a prima facie case of obviousness for claims of Groups IV and V, the rejection is 
not well founded, and it should be reversed. 
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Group IV 

Each claim in the Group FV claims includes the element of "said expert operating 
from a calling system independent of said call center/' The Examiner suggests that 
Walker et al, col. 6, lines 34-37 teaches this element by teaching that "responsive to the 
caller selecting the incentive wherein the caller would be expert from some areas such as 
travel, car insurance, etc. and remotely located from the call center, for allowing other 
callers to listen in while the call is on hold waiting for the representative." [Final Office 
Action, pp. 3, 4] 

In establishing a prima facie case of obviousness under 103(a), the combined 
prior art references must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. In re Vaeck, 947 F,3d 
488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed Cir. 1991). Applicants respectfully propose diat the 
combined references do not teach or suggest the claimed limitation. First, as discussed 
with reference to claim 1, the Examiner's interpretation of Walker et al, col 6, lines 34-37 
as teaching that the caller, who speaks with a live operator, is the expert, is not supported 
by the description in Walker et al. Thus, while a caller speaking with a live operator for a 
caller center may operate from a calling system independent of the caller center, there is 
no teaching in Walker, imphcit or explicit, that a caller, who allows other callers to listen- 
in to the advice given by a live operator, is an expert. 

In conclusion, neither Walker et al. or Rupe et al. teaches the element of "said 
expert operatiag from a calling system independent of said call center''. Therefore, 
Applicants respectfully propose that the Examiner does not meet the burden of showing 
that the combined prior art references teach or suggest all the claim limitations. 
Consequently, reversal of the Examiner's rejection is respectfully requested. 

Group V 

Each claim in the Group V claims includes the elements of "authenticating an 
identity of an expert" and "only completing a connection if the identity of the e^ert 
matches a registered expert identity." 

The Examiner cites Rupe et al. as teaching "a system for the call center 1 6 a voice 
response unit (VRU), the VRU include an interface for automatic speech recognition and 
interactive menus through which a caller may make selections, and based on the 
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selections desired information may be located and retrieved from memory (page 2, 
[0019])." [Final Office Action, p. 4] The Examiner indicates that Rupe et al. does not 
specifically suggest "authraticating an identity of the expert to make sure the identity of 
the expert matches a registered expert identity at the call center before completing a 
connection between the expert and the caller." [Final Office Action, pp. 4-5] Thus, the 
Examiner concludes that '^it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the VRU to also authoiticate the identity of 
the expert through voice recognition before transferring the caller to the expert." [Final 
Office Action, p. 5] 

First, in establishing a prima facie case of obviousness under 103(a), there must 
be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference 
or to combine reference teachings. In re Vaeck, 947 F.3d 488, 20 USP02d 1438 (Fed 
Cir. 1991), Applicants respectfully assert that any motivation to modify the VRU of 
Rupe et al. to perform voice autheritication would only teach a VRU that performs voice 
authentication of callers, not experts. The VRU of Rupe et al. only teaches interacting 
with a caller, not with the interactive applications and call attendants described in Rupe et 
al. Thus, first modifying the VRU of Rupe to perform voice authentication, and then 
modifying the VRU to perform voice authentication of experts, rather than callers, to a 
call center, would require a combination of multiple types of arts, which would not be 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of VRUs. 

Second, in establishing a prima facie case of obviousness under 103(a), a prior art 
reference must be considered in its entirety, i.e., as a whole, including portions that would 
lead away from the claimed invention. Gore & Associates, Inc. v. Gar lock. Inc., 721 
F.2d 1540, 220 USPQ 303 (Fed. Cir. 1983), cert denied, 469 U.S. 851 (1984). 
Applicants respectfully propose that modifying the VRU of Rupe et al. to perform voice 
authentication of parties to the call center other than callers, then Rupe et al. teaches 
away from the modification. Rupe et al teaches a system where a caller can wait in a 
hold queue of a call center and access interactive applications outside the call center, 
simultaneously. Rupe et al. teaches a VRU that can be used for voice recognition to 
enable a caller to select from a menu of choices. If it were obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art of VRUs at the time the present invention was made to modify the VRU to 
also authenticate the identity of the expert through voice recognition before transferring 
the caller to the expert, then it also would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art of VRUs at the time that the invention of Rupe et al. was made to modify the VRU 
to authenticate the interactive applications or call center attendants provided to the caller. 
Rupe et al., however, does not teach authenticating the interactive applications or call 
center attendants. Thus, when Rupe et al. is considered as a whole, including the portions 
that lead away from the claimed invention, prima facie obviousness is not established. 

In conclusion, the combination of Rupe et al. with the modification that the 
Examiner concludes would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art does not teach 
the elements of "authenticating an identity of an expert" and "only completing a 
connection if the identity of the expert matches a registered expert identity." Therefore, 
Applicants respectfully propose that the Examiner does not meet the burden of showing a 
prima facie case of obviousness. Consequently, reversal of the Examiner's rejection is 
respectfully requested. 

Distinguishing the Groups 

Responsive to the requirement under 37 CFR 1.192{c)(8Xiii), Applicants assert 
that the claims in Groups I-V are are separately patentable. 

First, the claims in Groups I-III are rejected under 35 USC 102. The claims in 
Group I are independent claims upon which all the other claims are dependent, and are 
therefore separately patentable as independent claims. Groups II, III, TV, and V contain 
claims that are dependent on the claims in Group I. The dependent claims in Group U are 
each separately patentable from the claims in Groups I and III because the claims in 
Group II each limit the type of expert that is available for callers. The dependent claims 
in Group III are each separately patentable from the claims in Groups I and II because the 
claims in group Umit the type of incentive available for callers. 

The claims in Groups IV and V are rejected under 35 USC 103 which is a 
separate ground of rejection from the claims in Groups I-III. The dependent claims in 
Group IV are separately patentable from the claims in Group V because the claims in 
Group IV limit the location from which the expert operates as one independent of the call 
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center. The dependent claims in Group V are separately patentable from the claims in 
Group IV because the claims in Group V limit the caller to accessing only those experts 
whose identity is properly authenticated. 

CONCLUSION 



4-6, 8, and 9 under 35 USC 102(b) be reversed. In addition, it is therefore respectfully 
requested that the Examiner's rejection of claims 3, 7, 10, and 38-46 under35 USC 
103(a) be reversed. It is respectfully submitted that the pending claims are patentable 
under 35 USC 102(b) and 103(a) and allowance of these claims is respectfully requested. 

Please charge the fee of $330.00 for submission of a Brief in Support of Appeal to 
IBM Corporation Deposit Account No. 09-0447. No additional filing fee is believed to 
be necessary; however, in the event that any additional fee is required, please charge it to 
IBM Corporation Deposit Account No. 09-0447. 



It is therefore respectfully requested that the Examiner's rejection of claims 1, 2, 



Respectfully submitted. 




Amy J. Pattilio 
Attorney for Applicants 



Reg, No 46,983 
(512) 402-9820 
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Appendix 

.1 

1 . A method for managing an on hold call comprising: 
receiving a call at a call center firom a caller; 

placing said call on hold in a hold queue until a representative of said call center 
is available to answer said call; and 

offering an incentive to said caller to transfer said call to an expert while said call 
is on hold in said hold queue waiting for said representative, such that use of said expert 
is promoted. 

2. The method for managing said on hold call £iccording to claim 1 , wherein said 
expert is at least one from among a freelance expert, a query group expert, and an 
ernergency group expert. 

3- The method for managing said on hold call according to claim 1, further 
comprising: 

responsive to said caller selecting said incentive, transferring said call to said 
expert operating from a calling system independent of said call center; 

responsive to detecting said call at the top of said hold queue, notifying said caller 
of an availability of said representative while said caller is connected to said expert. 

4. The method for managing said on hold call according to claim 1 , wherein said 
incentive comprises at least one from among an adjustment in position within said hold 
queue, a financial incentive, a rewards points incentive, and a time incentive. 
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5. A system for managing an on hold call comprising: 
a call center comprising a hold queue; 

means for receiving a call at said call center from a caller; 

means for placing said call on hold in said hold queue until a representative of 
said call center is available to answer said call; and 

means for offering an incentive to said caller to transfer said call to an expert 
while said call is on hold in said hold queue waiting for said representative, such that use 
of said expert is promoted. 

6. The system for managing said on hold call according to claim 5, wherein said 
expert is at least one from among a freelance expert, a query group expert, and an 
emergency group expert, 

7. The system for managing said on hold call according to claim 5, further 
comprising: 

means responsive to said caller selecting said incentive, for transferring said call 
to said expert operating from a calling system independeat of said call center; 

means responsive to detecting said call at the top of said hold queue, for notifyiag 
said caller of an availability of said representative while said caller is connected to said 
expert. 

8. The system for managing said on hold call according to claim 5, wherein said 
incentive comprises at least one from among an adjustment in position within said hold 
queue, a financial incentive, a rewards points incentive, and a time incentive. 
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9. A computer program product for managing an on hold call^ said computer 
program product comprising: 

a recording medium; 

means, recorded on said recording medium, for detecting a call received at a call 
center from a caller; 

means, recorded on said recording medium, for controlling placement of said call 
on hold in a hold queue tmdl a representative of said call center is available to answer 
said call; and 

means, recorded on said recording medium, for offering an incentive to said caller 
to transfer said call to an expert while said call is on hold in said hold queue waiting for 
said representative. 

10. The computer program product for managing said on hold call according to claim 
9, further comprising: 

means, recorded on said recording medium, for transferring said call to said 
expert operating from a calling system independent of said call center; 

means, recorded on said recording medium, for notifying said caller of an 
availability of said representative when said caller reaches the top of said hold queue 
while said caller is connected to said expert. 

Claims 11-37 (cancelled). 

38. The method for managing said on hold call according to claim 1 , wherein said 
expert operates from a call system independent of said call center. 
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39. The method for managing said on hold call according to claim 1 , further 
comprising: 

responsive to said caller electing said incentive, transferring said call to said 
expert at a call system independent of said call center. 

40. The method for managing said on hold call according to claim 1 , further 
comprising: 

authenticating an identity of said expert before completing a connection between 
said expert and said caller; and 

only enabling completion of said connection if said identity of said expert 
matches a registered expert identity at said call center. 

41 . The system for managing said on hold call according to claim 5, wherein said 
expert operates from a call system independent of said call center. 

42. The system for managing said on hold call according to claim 5, further 
comprising: 

means, responsive to said caller electing said incentive, for transferring said call 
to said expert at a call system independent of said call center. 
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43. The system for managing said on hold call according to claim S» further 
comprising: 

means for authenticating an identity of said expert before completing a connection 
between said expert and said caller; and 

means for only enabling completion of said connection if said identity of said ' 
expert matches a registered expert identity at said call center. 

44. The computer program product for managing said on hold call according to claim 
9, wherein said expert operates from a call system independent of said call center. 

means, recorded on said recording medium, for offering said incentive to said 
caller to transfer said call to said expert operating from a call system independent of said 
call center. 

45. The computer program product for managing said on hold call according to claim 
/ 9, further comprising: 

means, recorded on said recording medium, for transferring said call to said 
expert at a call system independent of said call center. 

46. The computer program product for managing said on hold call according to claim 
9, further comprising: 

means, recorded on said recording medium, for authenticating an identity of said 
expert before completing a connection between said expert and said caller; and 

means, recorded on said recording medium, for only enabling completion of said 
connection if said identity of said expert matches a registered expert identity at said call 
center. 
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